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Non-tariff barriers facing beef trade and their impact on 
exports from Tropical Africa 
World trade in beef concerns only a small proportion of output (circa 6% for fresh meat and 3% 
for canned meat), since the major importing countries are also beef producers themselves. The 
fact that these importers are at a comparative disadvantage to exporting countries with an 
extensive livestock production system, has gradually led them to protect their domestic output 
by imposing import barriers. These barriers primarily concern fresh, chilled or frozen meat. They 
are divided into two main categories, tariff and non-tariff barriers. 
Only tariff barriers are officially sanctioned by GATT as a means of controlling imports. They 
take the form of specific or ad valorem customs duties which may vary in amount. Import duties 
on fresh beef amount to circa 5% in the U.S.A., while reaching or even exceeding 20% in many 
other cases ( EEC:20%; Japan: 25%). They also vary according to the nature of the product, 
tending to rise with the amount of processing involved. 
 
Further taxes are frequently charged over and above the customs duties: turnover tax, 
veterinary tax, statistics tax. Although high in a number of countries, these additional duties do 
not appear to be a major impediment in comparison to non-tariff barriers. Among the non-tariff 
barriers, sanitary regulations often provide a definitive obstacle to the export of fresh meat. 
Owing to the poor health conditions affecting livestock throughout virtually the whole of tropical 
Africa, sanitary regulations constitute a major obstacle for African exporters seeking to gain 
access to the large-scale import markets. 
Non-tariff barriers facing meat exports 
Non-tariff barriers include all the political and economic measures, apart from tariffs, taken to 
curb imports or distort exports. They are of various kinds, and may involve both fresh and 
canned beef, but most of them, and especially those with the greatest impact on trade, concern 
fresh, chilled or frozen meat. 
First amongst these barriers are import levies, which are generally charged over and above tariff 
duties. The levies are variable or compensatory and are determined according to the difference 
between prices quoted on the export markets and baseline domestic prices as determined by 
the official organizations in the consumer countries. Their aim, in line with a policy designed to 
support the income of domestic producers, is to stabilize domestic prices by isolating them from 
those of the world market. Examples of countries using a system of variable levies are the EEC 
and Japan, as well as several European countries outside the EEC: Austria, Finland, Sweden, 
Greece and Portugal. The impact of import levies is considerable, especially during periods of 
surplus production when prices on the international market are depressed. 
In several countries, especially in the EEC, a system of export restitutions is combined with that 
of import levies. Export restitutions complete the process of separation between domestic and 
external prices by allowing cheap exports during periods of surplus production, thus aggravating 
the imbalance between supply and demand on the international market. 
Quotas provide a second means by which beef imports are controlled, setting direct quantitative 
limits on the amount imported. According to the General Agreement quotas are only permitted 
on a temporary basis under the safeguard clause. Nevertheless, two major importing countries 
regularly resort to quotas on a permanent basis: these are the U.S.A. and Japan. In Japan the 
level of the overall import quota for fresh beef is announced twice a year. It has been rising in 
the long run, but is nevertheless subject to sharp fluctuations in the short term (160,000 tonnes 
in 1973/74; 50,000t. in 1974/75). 
The U.S.A. sets an annual import quota under the United States Meat Import Law (1964). The 
law provides that fresh beef and mutton imports should not grow faster than domestic 
production of these commodities. In order to comply with GATT provisions while still limiting 
imports to the desired level, the United States has negotiated voluntary restriction agreements 
with its trading partners. 
As a result of the 1974 crisis, other countries also resorted to the imposition of quantitative 
restrictions. Under the safeguard clause Canada established an import quota, set at 66,000 t. in 
1978. The EEC, which had temporarily suspended imports in 1974, also by resorting to 
safeguard clause action, has since initiated a 'balance sheet' system by which imports of frozen 
meat for processing are linked to the purchase of Community intervention stocks. Imports under 
this system are partially or totally free from variable levies, but are limited to 50,000 t. per year 
(60,000 t. in 1979). In addition to this 'balance sheet' system the EEC also allows an annual 
levy-free quota, consolidated under GATT, of 38,500 t. of imported frozen beef for processing. 
Under the Lomé Convention it allows a further quota of 27,500 t. of fresh beef (30,000 tonnes in 
1979), free of duties and 90% of levies, to ACP States (Africa, Caribean, Pacific). 
Other European countries also apply quantitative restrictions on imports. These may be 
implemented in the form of quotas (Switzerland), or else by means of discretionary, or even 
discriminatory, licences (Austria, Norway and Finland). Moreover, the granting of import licences 
is often tied to import deposits, creating a further obstacle to trade. 
In short, almost all international trade in fresh beef is subject to non-tariff barriers consisting of 
quantitative restrictions and/or import levies. The result is that markets are sealed off from one 
another, leading to widely diverging prices for beef throughout the world, and a great deal of 
instability on the international beef market. Owing to the protective measures applied by 
importing countries to their own domestic production, and to the low proportion of imports in 
their overall demand for beef, it is on imports rather than domestic demand that economic 
recessions have their harshest repercussions. Export restrictions have a similar tendency to 
aggravate the imbalance of the world market during periods of recession. 
In order to remedy this situation, an agreement aiming to promote the expansion, liberalization 
and stabilization of international trade in beef and live animals has recently been signed in the 
course of the multilateral trade negotiations staged under GATT (Tokyo Round). The agreement 
provides for the setting up of an International Meat Council whose task will be to analyze market 
trends and make recommendations to governments. 
Beef prices in selected countries in 1973 and 1977. 
—in US $/kg— 
Countries 1973 1977 
Scandinavian countriesa 2.1 3.2/3.6 
EECb 1.8/2.2 1.9/2.8 
USA/Canadac 1.5 1.4 
Japan d – 5/6.7 
Argentinae 1.3 0.7 
Australia f 1.3 0.6 
South Africag 1.0 1.2 
Botswanah 0.9 0.9 
 
Source: Ref. 5, 10, 25 
a. Average producer price (c.w)  
b. Wholesale prices, Denmark/Germany (c. eq.)  
c. Wholesale prices, steer beef 600–700 lb, Midwest (c.w.)  
d. Intervention price (floor/ceiling)  
e. Wholesale prices, steers 431–480 kg, Buenos Aires (c. eq.)  
f. Wholesale prices, Export oxen, 650–700 lb. Brisbane (c. w.)  
g. Wholesale prices, Prime beef A, Johannesburg (c.w.) 
h. Prices paid to producers by BMC (C.W) 
The separation of markets from one another due to trade barriers is aggravated still further by 
the sanitary regulations which are set up as barriers against disease. Under GATT, sanitary 
regulations are recognized as legitimate on condition that they do not constitute a means of 
arbitrary discrimination between countries where the same conditions prevail, or a disguised 
restriction on international trade. 
Nearly all countries have adopted some sanitary regulations to cover livestock and meat 
imports. However, these measures are far from uniform in their scope. Most developed 
countries prohibit imports from zones in which animal diseases, and especially foot-and-mouth 
(FMD), are endemic. Three major importing countries—the U.S.A., Canada and Japan—as well 
as a number of European countries including Norway and Finland, exercise a complete ban, 
prohibiting meat imports from several Latin American countries, notably Argentina, and the 
whole of Africa. 
The regulations applied by importing countries which do not impose a total ban are of various 
kinds. Generally speaking, imports are permitted only for animals and fresh meat from places 
and establishments approved by the veterinary authorities in the importing countries. In Europe 
the regulations usually require that the zone of origin be recognized as disease-free.1 Zones in 
areas which are not completely disease-free have to meet certain clearly defined conditions. In 
the first place they must be isolated, either by natural barriers or by sanitary cordons, so as to 
permit effective control over the movement of animals and the monitoring of their health. 
Secondly, animals originating from infected zones are required to spend a minimum period 
(generally 3 months, occasionally 6) in holding areas, where they receive the required treatment 
(double vaccination against FMD in particular). They must then spend a period of at least 6 
months in the disease-free zone. 
1. The diseases most frequently listed for cattle are FMD, rinderpest and bovine pleuro-
pneurnonia. 
The regulations also require that a disease free zone should be equipped with an abattoir which 
meets the hygiene standards laid down by the veterinary authorities in the importing countries. 
A quarantine area must also be provided, in which animals are revaccinated against FMD and 
spend a further month prior to slaughter. Drugs which leave residues in the bodies of animals 
destined for the export market are banned, as are live vaccines. 
When an outbreak of disease is announced in a disease-free zone it must immediately be 
isolated, and exports must be suspended for a period of 6 months (or even a year) after the 
disease has officially been brought under control. Moreover, to be acceptable to importing 
countries, a disease-free zone should never be established in a country which has not achieved 
a certain level of efficiency in the field of veterinary control and animal health. 
Lastly, in some cases importing countries subject fresh meat imports to packing and labelling 
conditions which provide further obstacles to trade. 
To sum up, the standards imposed generally bear no relationship to those prevailing on the 
local markets of many developing exporting countries. They may even differ from those applied 
on the domestic markets of the less demanding potential importers. They entail the installation 
of expensive plant and high running costs in a market which is often limited or even uncertain. 
On the other hand, in countries where domestic sanitary conditions are less favourable 
(especially in the Middle East and Africa), imports from non-disease-free zones are accepted. 
The degree of veterinary protection required is limited (vaccination and inspection by local 
authorities), usually demanding a quarantine period of only a fortnight or so for export animals. 
Owing to the complexity of sanitary regulations, many exporting countries feel that they are 
being used in an unduly protectionist and discriminatory manner. In 1975 the FAO published a 
manual2which sought to define international standards acceptable to all countries and conducive 
to the improvement of sanitary conditions and inspection methods. In particular, recognition of 
the concept of disease-free zones was thought to be the only solution acceptable to all 
importers, while still being immediately applicable to the animal health problems of many 
exporting countries. The Tokyo Round further proposed the drawing up of a Code of Standards 
to prevent technical regulations from constituting needless obstacles to international trade. 
2. Manuals of Standards of Veterinary Services, Meat Hygiene and Meat Inspection, Post-
mortem Judgement of Slaughter Animals and Establishment of Specific Disease-free 
zones, FAO, 1975. 
As they are applied at present, however, sanitary regulations result in the division of exporting 
countries into two groups. Only the developed meat exporting countries, such as Australia, New 
Zealand, Ireland, etc., have access to all the import markets. In the majority of developing 
countries sanitary conditions do not meet the very strict requirements of the major importers. 
We have already seen that the whole of Africa and several Latin American countries (notably 
Argentina, where FMD is not yet entirely under control) are denied access to the markets of the 
U.S.A., Canada, Japan and a number of European countries. Only a very few African countries 
have access to the remaining European markets, so that sanitary barriers may be seen as 
constituting a particularly severe obstacle for them. 
Impact on Tropical African exports 
Tropical Africa possesses a potential for animal production which the low productivity of its 
livestock prevents it from exploiting to the full. Its animal population is estimated at some 135 
million cattle and over 200 million sheep and goats, i.e. circa 170 million livestock units.3 The 
number of L.U.'s per capita may be estimated at 0.57 (0.45 head of cattle and 0.12 sheep/goat), 
i.e. considerably above the world average of 0.39 L.U./capita, comprising 0.33 head of cattle 
and 0.06 sheep/goat. 
3. On the basis of 1 L.U. = 1 head of cattle or 6 sheep/goats 
The animal population is highly unevenly distributed, since tsetse fly infestation has prevented 
the development of livestock, with the exception of a few trypanotolerant breeds, throughout the 
humid zones of West and Central Africa and in some areas of East Africa. The animal 
population, especially cattle, is concentrated in the semi-arid zones of East and southern Africa 
and the Sahel (Mauritania, Mali, Niger, Chad, Upper Volta and northern Nigeria), and the 
highlands of East Africa and Madagascar. There are two prevailing traditional production 
systems in these areas. The first is transhumance or nomadism in the dry zones, where 
inadequate natural water and grazing resources have prevented the development of a wholly 
sedentary system. The second is a mixed farming system, in which crop and livestock 
husbandry are combined, found in the highland areas of East Africa and in the intermediate 
zones. A number of countries have ventured into ranching (Botswana, Kenya, Tanzania and 
Zimbabwe-Rhodesia), but intensive husbandry (in feedlots) is virtually non-existent, apart from 
the experiments on a limited scale which have been conducted in Kenya. 
Owing to the uneven distribution of livestock, only the semi-arid zones and highlands of tropical 
Africa have a meat exporting potential. The countries in these areas are all exporters, and the 
more their livestock sectors are oriented towards extensive systems (transhumance or 
ranching), the more important is the part played by earnings from livestock and meat exports in 
their economies and trade balances. Of the various non-tariff barriers preventing export growth, 
sanitary regulations pose a particularly severe problem owing to the poor standard of animal 
health in many countries. All the major diseases are endemic, including FMD, rinderpest and 
tuberculosis. Madagascar and Swaziland are the only countries which are FMD-free, although 
this disease is one of the major impediments to trade. The various animal diseases are 
relatively well controlled in Kenya and Botswana, although the latter country had a fresh 
outbreak of FMD at the end of 1977, after a gap of 10 years. Insect and tick-borne diseases are 
also widespread moreover, their treatment might result in further impediments due to stricter 
regulations on the accumulation of drug residues in animal carcasses. 
The table which follows shows the distribution of tropical African meat exports in relation to the 
degree of animal health control exercised (especially for FMD). It may thus be seen that the 
poor health situation is an impediment which does not universally apply to all exporting 
countries. The almost complete absence of livestock from the humid zones of West and central 
Africa has stimulated the expansion of trade between the Sahel zone and the Atlantic coastal 
area (cf. Bulletin No. 3). Owing to the poor infrastructure of these regions, livestock for slaughter 
are transported 'on the hoof', the method found to be the most economic way of conveying meat 
from the producer to the consumer areas. Moreover, the low density of livestock in the importing 
countries in these areas renders the protection of local herds a less pressing problem, while 
hygiene standards are far from strict. Consequently, sanitary regulations in importing countries 
do not constitute a barrier to intra-regional trade. Despite the poor condition of livestock, exports 
primarily take the form of live animals and only secondarily that of fresh (Chad, Cameroon) or 
even dried meat. 
The situation in East and southern African countries is radically different. With the exception of 
Zambia, which has a large meat deficit, all the countries in these regions are balanced or have a 
surplus in meat. Owing to the lack of domestic outlets, surplus countries have been forced to 
find new outlets outside their own region. There are two major destinations for their exports. The 
first consists of deficit areas such as Egypt or the Middle East, which trade with neighbouring 
parts of Africa (Sudan, Ethiopia, Somalia). For the same reasons as in West Africa (low 
standard of health regulations, high transport costs), this trade primarily takes the form of live 
animals (cattle and sheep, or even camels in the case of Egypt). 
The second major destination of exports consists of the traditional markets in former colonialist 
countries which have a meat deficit (the United Kingdom, Italy). Since the health conditions of 
African livestock did not comply with European standards, these exports tended to take the form 
of canned meat so as to avoid the regulations applicable to fresh, non-sterilized meat imports. 
Kenya and Tanzania were amongst the first countries to build up a canned meat industry 
geared to the U.K. export market. Later, Somalia and Ethiopia also opened canning factories for 
exports to Italy and the U.S.S.R. (Somalia), as well as to various European and Asian countries. 









Total Main customers 
Western Africa 40.200 770 – 40.970 Intraregional Trade 
Mauritania 8.600 – – 8.600 Intraregional Trade 
Rep. of Mali 12.600 100 – 12.700 Intraregional Trade 
Niger 12.200 420 – 12.620 Intraregional Trade 
Upper Volta 6.800 250 – 7.050 Intraregional Trade 
Central Africa 12.600 3.930   16.530 Intraregional Trade 
Chad 12.600 2.330 – 14.930 Intraregional Trade 
Cameroon – 1.600 – 1.600 Intraregional Trade 
Eastern Africa 22.300 9.235 17.350 48.885 Intraregional Trade 
Sudan 2.600 300 – 3.900 M.E.b, North Afr. 
Somalia 7.200 1.000 4.070 12.270 M.E., EEC, Misc, 
Ethiopia 11.500 2.050 3.000 16.550 Kenya, M.E., EEC, Misc. 
Tanzania 1.000 – 1.200 1.200 EEC 
Kenya – 3.285 6.040 9.325 EEC, Misc. 
Madagascar   2.600 3.040 5.640 EEC 
Southern Africa – 49.520 3.220 52.740   
Botswana – 31.300 _ 31.300 EEC, Sth Afr., Misc. 
Swaziland – 1.400 120 1.520 EEC, Sth Afr. 
Zimbabwe-Rhodesia   16.820 3.100 19.920 Not available 
Total 75.100 63.455 20.570 159.125   
 
*countries in which FMD is considered to be wholly or partially under control. 
a. In boneless meat equivalent, including estimates of unofficial exports. 
b M.E. Middle East. 
Source: Ref. Miscellaneous 
The quality of the beef produced in this area makes it highly suitable for this type of processing; 
in fact, a large proportion of beef exports produced extensively are processed on reaching the 
importing countries (manufacture of meat products). Processing in the country of origin would 
thus appear to be a way of increasing the value of a somewhat poor-quality product. However, 
the resulting benefit is by no means clear, since earnings actually derived from such activities 
remain insubstantial. World demand for canned meat is relatively low, showing little progress, 
while the international market is subject to the same fluctuations as that for fresh meat. Further, 
processing requires the installation of relatively expensive industrial plant and the import of raw 
materials (especially tin). 
These factors explain why exports of fresh meat, for which the prospects appeared more 
encouraging, were built up alongside those of canned meat. Their share in tropical African tirade 
has greatly increased over the last 20 years. They are now estimated to represent close to 40% 
of livestock and meat exports from tropical Africa, and 4/5ths. of meat exports. In 1976–77, five 
countries—Botswana, Zimbabwe-Rhodesia, Swaziland, Kenya and Madagascar—succeeded in 
exporting a significant proportion of their beef surpluses in the form of fresh meat. However, 
these countries are generally recognized as exercising fairly complete control over FMD, and 
their processing plants comply with the standards required by importers. With the exception of 
Zimbabwe-Rhodesia, their exports are primarily oriented towards Europe and the EEC. 
Fresh meat exports also find their way to a number of deficit countries in Africa (Egypt, Libya, 
South Africa) and the Middle East. Owing to the less stringent sanitary regulations, these 
exports come from all the exporting countries in East and West Africa. 
To sum up, regional trade is sufficiently extensive to shelter some tropical African countries 
(especially in the Sahel) from the effects of the sanitary regulations and other restrictive 
measures imposed by the major importers. However, this is not the case in East and southern 
Africa, where sanitary regulations in many cases constitute a definitive obstacle to fresh meat 
exports to the large-scale markets, thereby anticipating the impact of the conventional non-tariff 
barriers. Even when health obstacles are lifted, allowing access to the European market, the 
situation remains insecure for these countries. The suspension of imports from Botswana by the 
EEC for over 8 months, following the outbreak of FMD at the end of 1977, provided a perfect 
example of their vulnerability to severe setbacks in this field. Furthermore, even where 
conditions are at their most advantageous and the health obstacles have been entirely lifted, 
exporters are still confronted with impediments in the form of import levies and quotas set by the 
major importing countries. It is true that prospects for ACP meat exporters have recently 
improved: after plunging in 1974 their fresh meat exports to the EEC recovered sharply in 1976, 
when these countries were first allowed to export beef to the EEC free of duty and 90% of 
import levies. The scope of this preferential agreement is nevertheless limited by strictly defined 
quotas which are subject to periodic renewal. 
Development efforts and prospects  
The importance of regional outlets, and the relatively unrestricted nature of the regional 
livestock and meat trade, ensure that exports from tropical Africa are only partially affected by 
the various obstacles raised by the major importing countries. These compensatory factors have 
nevertheless led to a situation in which many African markets, particularly in the Sahel, are 
isolated from the outside. They have also perpetuated the rigidity of traditional production and 
marketing systems, hampering efforts to improve sanitary conditions and install slaughtering 
plant to meet acceptable hygiene standards. Several countries in the Sahel (Chad, Upper Volta 
and Cameroon) have nevertheless built factory abattoirs for the export of fresh meat to the 
Atlantic coastal areas. However, following the Sahel drought the majority of these initiatives 
have so far fallen far short of their targets, especially owing to the problems (and thus the cost) 
of transporting fresh meat in these areas. 
East African exports are partly oriented towards the canned meat industry, with the result that 
the meat is sterilized. This has been another factor, in addition to the lax regulations of regional 
importers, which has helped to perpetuate low veterinary standards. Several countries in East 
and southern Africa have nevertheless attempted, or are about to attempt, to lift the sanitary 
constraints preventing the expansion of their fresh meat exports to developed countries. Despite 
efforts to combat disease at both national and regional levels, the total eradication of the major 
animal diseases affecting international trade remains a long-term prospect. As a result, 
measures taken are usually directed towards the setting up of disease-free zones, in which 'the 
production of meat may develop in accordance with the sanitary standards of most European, if 
not all importing, countries. 
Besides Madagascar and Swaziland, Botswana and Kenya are two further countries which are 
generally considered to have achieved positive results in this field. In Botswana, where the 
livestock sector forms a key part of the country's agriculture and contributes substantially to 
export earnings, attempts are being made to control animal disease throughout the country by 
means of sanitary cordons and veterinary monitoring. Botswana has also built a factory abattoir 
with a capacity of over 40,000 t. (carcass weight) to comply with the standards laid down by 
Great Britain, one of the countries to which the Botswana Meat Commission exports its produce. 
In Kenya, on the other hand, a systematic attempt to eradicate FMD would prove extremely 
expensive, since the disease is still endemic throughout the main pastoral areas. Government 
action on this issue is therefore relatively limited in scope. It consists of controlling the 
movement of animals from the more remote pastoral areas, systematic bi-annual vaccination in 
the central region, and the setting up of an FMD-free zone covering 40,000 km2 in the high-
potential highlands. The disease-free zone is also equipped with feedlots and a factory abattoir 
(at Athi River), geared to the production of chilled and frozen meat for export. The government 
of Kenya aims to enlarge this disease-free zone in the course of the current development plan 
(1979/83). 
Sudan and Somalia are amongst those exporting countries with no access to European 
markets, which have decided to create disease-free zones. As regards sanitary measures, 
Sudan's current policy consists of a control programme along the routes used by livestock, 
systematic vaccination campaigns against the major diseases, and a two-week quarantine 
period for slaughter animals in a holding area near the Kadero abattoir (in the Khartoum area). 
However, Sudan has as yet done very little to combat FMD. The country aims to set up a 
disease-free zone covering some 170,000 km2in the semi-desert area to the north of Khartoum. 
The area is to a great extent protected by natural barriers, and will also be equipped with 3 
quarantine areas, located at the entry and exit points (Kadero, Port Sudan, Wadi Halfa). There 
will also be two export abattoirs. The efficiency of the scheme will without doubt be faced with 
certain problems due to the fact that the area is surrounded by a hostile environment in which 
most animal diseases are still endemic, while the disease-free zone itself is semi-arid. 
Somalia also intends to set up a disease-free zone, in the lower valley of the River Juba, which 
acts as the catchment area for cattle destined for export. The area, which contains the Kismayu 
abattoir, also has a potential for cattle fattening. The project will require from the outset a 
marked improvement in the veterinary standards and sanitary practices currently prevailing in 
Somalia, and appears destined to be implemented only in the long term. 
There is no doubt that the efforts made by African countries to improve the health of their 
livestock and demolish the obstacle posed by the sanitary regulations of importing countries, 
have in some cases been successful. The results achieved by some countries would appear at 
first glance to be all the more positive in view of the fact that European prices for beef are seen 
as particularly attractive. 
However, European beef policies, with the quantitative restrictions and import levies which they 
impose, not only cancel out the opportunities created by the high level of domestic beef prices, 
but also lead inevitably to EEC self-sufficiency in this commodity. Viewed from this angle the 
preferential trading agreements made by the EEC with a number of African countries, are more 
likely to contribute to the maintenance of the status quo than to the opening up of new markets. 
 At the same time new markets have developed in Africa and the Middle East, in areas which are 
traditional customers and where the sanitary standards are also less of a constraint. So far little 
seems to have been done by African exporters to gain access to these expanding markets. 
Since the 1973/74 boom, tropical African beef exports (from East and southern Africa) have in 
fact fallen considerably, while exports to the EEC have remained at a lower level than the quota 
allowed by the Community. In the case of Botswana however, the picture is rather different. 
Beef exports from Botswana have increased significantly during recent years, and in 1976, the 
first year in which the Lome Convention was implemented, exports to Great Britain kept in line 
with the EEC quota assigned to Botswana. Thus in 1976 and 1977 the quota effectively acted 
as a brake on exports to Europe from that country. On the other hand fresh meat exports from 
Madagascar have collapsed, as also have those of Sudan and Ethiopia, which had increased 
sharply during 1973/74. Exports from Kenya and Swaziland have stagnated. During the same 
period, canned meat exports from these various countries would also appear to have shown 
little development. Over and above the traditional and sanitary obstacles, the constraints facing 
African fresh beef exports thus appear to be connected with the productive capacity of the 
exporting countries. 
  
